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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1-22-07 
has been entered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 17 is objected to because of the following informalities: In line 23, the 
claim recites "a plurality of vehicle", is this one of the fleet of equipment service vehicle? 
It appears to be and has been assumed as such, but the claim should be clarified. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
1 . Claims 1 -1 3, 32, 33, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31 , 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 
The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The claims recite the limitation of the test program sequentially actuating the 
plurality of output devised as the PDA moves around the vehicle and manipulates the 
plurality of outputs devices as the PDA moves around the vehicle and is positioned 
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adjacent to the at least one of the output devices. The specification does not disclose 
the requirement that the handheld needs to be in proximity to the output devices and is 
totally silent as to how it would be determined if the handheld is in proximity to the 
output device or where the PDA is located as it moves around the vehicle. The 
specification discloses that there is a test program that runs some outputs sequentially 
and that an operator can walk around as it operates. There is no disclosure of position 
detection or the test program operating based on the PDA position. All the specification 
discloses is that the test program can operate and the user of the PDA can walk around 
the vehicle if he/she wants to. There is no disclosure of an interaction of the PDA with 
the test program based on PDA location. The claims as written require the test program 
to operate based on a position of the PDA. This is not supported in the original 
specification. 

2. Claims 1-13, 32, 33, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The 
claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a 
way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. The claims recite the limitation of the test 
program sequentially actuating the plurality of output devised as the PDA moves around 
the vehicle and manipulates the plurality of outputs devices as the PDA moves around 
the vehicle and is positioned adjacent to the at least one of the output devices. The 
specification does not disclose the requirement that the handheld needs to be in 
proximity to the output devices and is totally silent as to how it would be determined if 
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the handheld is in proximity to the output device or where the PDA is located as it 
moves around the vehicle. The specification discloses that there is a test program that 
runs some outputs sequentially and that an operator can walk around as it operates. 
There is no disclosure of position detection or the test program operating based on the 
PDA position. All the specification discloses is that the test program can operate and 
the user of the PDA can walk around the vehicle if he/she wants to. There is no 
disclosure of an. interaction of the PDA with the test program based on PDA location. 
The claims as written require the test program to operate based on a position of the 
PDA. This is not supported in the original specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be. patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 14,15, 17-22, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kempen et al., 6421593, in view of Seibel, 20040203974, and further in view of 
Kaman, 5844473. 

3. Kempen et al. clearly discloses all the limitations except for the computer being a 
PDA; the communications is wireless; and the PDA wirelessly initiates at least a vehicle 
test program for a plurality of vehicles that manipulates at least one of the plurality of 
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output devices. The manipulation of the input and output devices admitted in Kempen 
et al. reads on the test program. 

4. Seibel teaches using a PDA in place of a computer or laptop and using wireless 
communications in paragraph 1 1 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use the PDA in place of the laptop 
because it is a design choice. The advantages and limitations of a PDA over a laptop or 
PC are readily evident in the art. 

5. Kempen et al. and Seibel disclose the limitations as set forth above. They do not 
disclose the PDA can be connected to a fleet of vehicles; the PDA wirelessly initiates at 
least a vehicle test program for a plurality of vehicles that manipulates at least one of 
the plurality of output devices; and all the various report types. Kaman teaches 
connecting to a fleet of vehicle to generate reports on lines 63-67, on column 2, and 
lines 1-5, on column 3; and the PDA wirelessly initiates at least a vehicle test program 
for a plurality of vehicles that manipulates at least one of the plurality of output devices 
on lines 1 5-25, on column 4, the test program can be broadly interpreted as the request 
for maintenance information. All of the various maintenance and usage reports are a 
design choice within the ordinary skill of one in the art and provide no unexpected 
results. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teachings of Kaman in the invention of Siebel and 
Kempen et al. because such modification would provide reliable monitoring of vehicle 
usage and as Kaman discloses on lines 10-14, on column 1, "the need to collect 
operational information on mobile vehicles is well known. Recommended vehicular 
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maintenance procedures are typically tied to vehicular usage. The more a vehicle is 
used the more frequently the vehicle must be serviced." 

6. Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kempen 
et al., 6421593, in view of Seibel, 20040203974, in view of Kaman, 5844473, as applied 
to claims 14, 15, 17-22 above, in view of Lastinger et al., 2005/0060246. 

7. Kempen et al., Seibel, and Kaman disclose the limitations as set forth above. 
They do not disclose the PDA is configured to receive a radio frequency signal from the 
cargo stored in the storage compartment that includes characteristics of the cargo; and 
generating a report based on the characteristics of the cargo; and generating a report 
that incorporates the results of the vehicle test program with the characteristics of the 
cargo, and the customized report of claim 42. Lastinger et al. teach of a portable reader 
for receiving radio signals from the cargo including characteristics and generating a 
report based on the signals in paragraphs 28, 38, 47, 48, 68 and 71-73. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
the invention of Lastinger et al. in the invention of Kempen et al., Seibel, and Kaman 
because such modification would allow the PDA of Kempen et al., Seibel, and Kaman to 
perform more diagnostics. Lastinger provides a way to gain more operational data such 
as weight distribution to make sure the vehicle is performing efficiently. The generation 
of a specific report based upon available information is well within the ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made. The choice of the report form would depend 
on what business the invention was being used for and would be well within routine skill 
in the art. 
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8. Claims 37-40, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kempen et al., 6421593, in view of Seibel, 20040203974, in view of Kaman, 
5844473, in view of Lastinger et al., 2005/0060246, as applied to claim 41 above, and 
further in view of DeWilde, 2004/0069850. 

9. Kempen et al., Seibel, Kaman, and Lastinger et al. disclose the limitations as set 
forth above. They do not disclose receiving information regarding the destination of the 
cargo. DeWilde teach storing cargo destination information in the vehicle in paragraphs 
9-1 0. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teachings of DeWilde with the previous invention 
because such modification would ensure prompt and accurate delivery of packages as 
disclosed by DeWilde. The previous invention is for a vehicle monitoring system, by 
combining the vehicle monitoring with the package control tracking a delivery fleet 
operator would have more information available to track operations. In other words, it is 
within routine skill in the art to combine known data points (ones that are already known 
to be collected and stored) to an existing system and to produce reports based on this 
data. 

10. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kempen 
et al., 6421593, in view of Seibel, 20040203974, Kaman, 5844473, as applied to claims 
14,15, and 17-22 above, and further in view of Rothert et al., 6141610. 

1 1 . Kempen et al., Seibel, and Kamen disclose the limitations as set forth above. 
They do not disclose generating a customer invoice based on I/O status information. 
Rothert et al. teach generating a customer invoice based on I/O status information in 
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figure 6. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use the teaching of Rothert in the invention of Kempen et al. f 
Seibel, and Kamen because such modification would provide for automated billing for a 
rental fleet without entering information manually as disclosed on lines 37-55, on 
column 2, of Rothert et al. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 4-12-07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

13. With respect to the 35 USC 112 rejections, the arguments do not overcome the 
lack of disclosure as discussed above. Initiating a test program and then walking 
around a vehicle while it runs is different than a test program that operates based on 
where the PDA is located. Operating based on the PDA location is not disclosed and 
would require some type of relative position location to operate. 

14. As per the argument with respect to independent claims 14-18, and 37, the 
limitation "wherein the PDA device wirelessly initiates at least a test program for each 
vehicle" is taught in combination by Kempen which teaches running test programs 
(manipulating a single output device can be interpreted as a test program under the 
broadest reasonable interpretation), Siebel discloses the wireless communications, and 
Kaman teaches the ability to connect to a fleet of vehicles with the PDA. The limitation 
"that manipulates at least one of the plurality of output devices" is admitted art in 
Kempen. The limitation of "the PDA generates a report that compares the vehicle test 
program manipulation" is disclosed as a design choice of the reports disclosed by 
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Kaman. Varying reports based on available information only requires routine skill in the 
art. 

1 5. Beginning on page 24, Applicant argues the cited references individually. In 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

1 6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 37 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian J. Broadhead whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6957. The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on 571-272-6956. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Brian J. Broadhead 

Examiner 

Art Unit 3661 



